
	  	  
Good	  morning!	  I’d	  like	  to	  welcome	  everyone	  to	  our	  workshop	  “When	  Sound	  Science	  
is	  Not	  Enough:	  Linking	  Science	  to	  Coastal	  Decisions”.	  We	  have	  a	  full	  day	  planned	  for	  
you	  and	  I	  hope	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  day	  you	  will	  have	  a	  clearer	  understanding	  of	  what	  
the	  NERRS	  Science	  CollaboraHve	  has	  been	  up	  to	  the	  past	  four	  years	  and	  how	  this	  
program	  helps	  the	  NERRS	  link	  reserve	  science	  to	  coastal	  decisions.	  	  
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Four	  years	  ago,	  we	  set	  out	  on	  a	  mission	  to	  determine	  whether	  a	  different	  approach	  
to	  how	  coastal	  science	  gets	  done	  and	  how	  the	  results	  of	  that	  science	  is	  shared	  could	  
result	  in	  beMer	  decision-‐making	  by	  those	  responsible	  for	  managing	  coastal	  resources.	  	  	  
As	  we	  are	  only	  two	  thirds	  of	  the	  way	  through	  this	  program,	  we	  cannot	  provide	  you	  
with	  the	  final	  answer	  to	  that	  today,	  but	  based	  on	  the	  data	  we	  have	  collected,	  I	  think	  
we	  can	  demonstrate	  that	  we	  are	  on	  a	  posiHve	  trajectory	  for	  developing	  a	  toolkit	  of	  
best	  pracHces	  for	  linking	  science	  to	  decision-‐making.	  	  
	  
In	  2008,	  NOAA	  wanted	  to	  explore	  how	  a	  compeHHve	  funding	  program	  could	  beMer	  
leverage	  the	  reserve	  system	  to	  link	  science	  to	  decision	  making	  at	  a	  Hme	  when	  
different	  pressures	  on	  the	  coast	  were	  increasing	  and	  resources	  to	  address	  these	  
pressures	  are	  becoming	  increasingly	  limited.	  NOAA	  wanted	  a	  research	  program	  that	  
would	  :	  
	  

-‐	  Maximize	  the	  impact	  of	  reserve	  research	  funding	  in	  the	  NERRS	  
-‐	  Increase	  the	  interacHon,	  engagement	  and	  collaboraHon	  between	  NERRS	  
sectors,	  and	  
-‐	  Improve	  reserves	  ability	  to	  manage	  the	  impacts	  from	  land	  use	  change,	  
habitat	  change,	  estuarine	  contaminaHon	  and	  stormwater	  all	  in	  the	  context	  of	  
climate	  change.	  
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So,	  NOAA	  developed	  and	  released	  a	  Federal	  Funding	  Opportunity	  calling	  for	  a	  program	  that	  
would	  focus	  on	  these	  issues	  while	  operaHng	  collaboraHvely	  with	  the	  NERRS.	  A	  successful	  
program	  would	  :	  
	  

Foster	  targeted,	  mulHdisciplinary,	  collaboraHve	  research	  to	  understand	  the	  impacts	  
of	  human	  acHviHes	  on	  coasts	  and	  estuaries	  	  
	  
Develop,	  demonstrate,	  and	  deliver	  effecHve	  and	  affordable	  technological	  soluHons	  to	  
address	  coastal	  management	  challenges	  
	  
Use	  the	  system	  of	  28	  NERRS	  and	  state	  agency	  and	  university	  partners	  as	  living	  
laboratories	  for	  research	  and	  development	  of	  science-‐based	  soluHons	  to	  coastal	  
polluHon	  and	  habitat	  degradaHon	  
	  
Catalyze	  collaboraHon	  across	  organizaHonal	  boundaries,	  bringing	  local,	  state,	  and	  
federal	  government,	  academia,	  cooperaHve	  insHtutes,	  and	  the	  private	  sector	  
together	  to	  work	  on	  soluHons	  to	  coastal	  environmental	  problems	  
	  
Evaluate	  the	  barriers	  to	  the	  development	  and	  use	  of	  coastal	  and	  
estuarine	  environmental	  technologies	  and	  ways	  to	  eliminate	  and	  
overcome	  these	  barriers.	  
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And	  out	  of	  this	  naHonal	  compeHHon	  the	  NERRS	  Science	  CollaboraHve	  was	  born.	  	  
We’ve	  asked	  the	  CollaboraHve	  folks	  here	  today	  to	  share	  what	  they	  have	  been	  
learning	  about	  the	  business	  of	  linking	  science	  to	  decisions	  in	  coastal	  communiHes	  and	  
creaHng	  greater	  access	  to	  the	  research	  they	  fund.	  But	  before	  I	  turn	  the	  program	  over	  
to	  them	  I	  wanted	  to	  give	  you	  an	  idea	  of	  how	  a	  key	  partner	  and	  customer,	  the	  NERRS,	  
currently	  view	  the	  program.	  	  
	  
Reserve	  survey	  responses:	  
	  

Who	  took	  the	  survey?	  
What	  is	  your	  degree	  of	  saHsfacHon	  with	  how	  Science	  CollaboraHve	  funding	  
has	  improved	  the	  applicaHon	  of	  reserve	  science	  to	  address	  reserve	  
management	  needs?	  
Has	  NOAA’s	  support	  for	  the	  NERRS	  Science	  CollaboraHve	  beMer	  posiHoned	  
the	  NERRS	  to	  be	  more	  effecHve	  leaders	  in	  their	  communiHes?	  
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As	  you	  can	  see,	  of	  the	  57	  people	  answering	  this	  quesHon,	  37	  of	  them	  were	  either	  
saHsfied	  or	  extremely	  saHsfied	  with	  the	  program.	  12	  chose	  “no	  opinion,”	  and	  eight	  
were	  not	  saHsfied.	  
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85.5	  percent	  of	  those	  surveyed	  said	  that	  the	  CollaboraHve	  has	  beMer	  posiHoned	  the	  
NERRS	  to	  be	  more	  effecHve	  leaders	  in	  their	  communiHes.	  
	  
Now,	  I’ll	  turn	  it	  over	  to	  the	  CollaboraHve	  to	  talk	  more	  about	  their	  story.	  
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We’ve	  been	  at	  this	  since	  1998,	  first	  as	  CICEET	  (the	  CooperaHve	  InsHtute	  for	  Coastal	  
and	  Estuarine	  Environmental	  Technology)	  then	  as	  the	  CollaboraHve,	  starHng	  in	  2009.	  
CICEET	  was	  also	  funded	  by	  NOAA	  to	  in	  turn	  fund	  science	  and	  technology	  projects	  to	  
address	  pressing	  problems	  in	  the	  coastal	  zone.	  As	  CICEET,	  we	  were	  not	  saHsfied	  with	  
the	  amount	  of	  science	  that	  was	  gegng	  linked	  to	  decisions	  and	  conHnually	  modified	  
our	  approach	  to	  do	  beMer.	  Part	  of	  that	  was	  just	  what	  we	  heard	  from	  people,	  but	  then	  
we	  went	  out	  and	  did	  a	  preMy	  rigorous	  analysis	  of	  how	  people	  were	  using	  our	  science,	  
and	  the	  results	  corroborated	  what	  we	  sensed.	  Some	  used,	  lots	  not	  being	  used.	  	  
	  
Becoming	  the	  CollaboraHve	  allowed	  us	  to	  make	  a	  preMy	  significant	  leap	  in	  how	  we	  go	  
about	  linking	  science	  to	  decisions	  (LSD).	  To	  make	  that	  leap,	  we	  not	  only	  relied	  on	  the	  
evaluaHon	  we	  did	  of	  CICEET,	  we	  also	  relied	  on	  what	  was	  in	  the	  literature	  on	  how	  
funders	  could	  beMer	  link	  science	  to	  decisions.	  	  
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In	  the	  last	  years	  of	  CICEET	  and	  as	  part	  of	  the	  proposal	  review	  process,	  we	  scoured	  the	  
literature	  for	  what	  needs	  to	  happen	  to	  link	  science	  to	  decisions	  in	  the	  environment.	  
The	  most	  relevant	  involved	  studies	  that	  looked	  at	  15	  year	  data	  sets	  from	  large	  scale	  
natural	  resources	  projects	  (El	  Niño,	  great	  plains,	  etc),	  and	  it	  says	  there	  are	  three	  
things	  required	  to	  link	  science	  to	  decisions…	  
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People	  who	  are	  going	  to	  use	  the	  science	  have	  to	  think	  it’s	  sound,	  relevant,	  and	  that	  it	  
was	  done	  in	  a	  fair	  way….meaning	  that	  they	  were	  significantly	  involved	  throughout	  
the	  stage.	  At	  CICEET,	  we	  were	  used	  to	  thinking	  about	  how	  to	  make	  the	  science	  sound,	  
and	  we	  learned	  that	  we	  needed	  to	  do	  a	  lot	  beMer	  job	  of	  making	  it	  relevant.	  But	  how	  
to	  you	  make	  science	  fair?	  That	  really	  got	  our	  brains	  cooking.	  	  
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Unfortunately	  for	  our	  poor	  brains…most	  of	  the	  work	  in	  that	  study	  involving	  15	  year	  
data	  set	  was	  looking	  at	  large	  scale,	  long-‐term	  networks	  of	  research	  programs—not	  3	  
year,	  discrete,	  place-‐based	  projects,	  like	  the	  ones	  we	  fund.	  So,	  there	  wasn’t	  an	  exact	  
ready-‐to-‐use	  recipe	  for	  how	  we	  would	  achieve	  this	  for	  our	  program.	  
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How	  do	  you	  achieve	  this?	  Again,	  we	  combed	  the	  literature	  and	  reflected	  on	  our	  own	  
experience.	  Quite	  simply,	  it	  has	  to	  be	  someone’s	  job	  to	  make	  sure	  this	  happens	  and	  
that	  someone	  has	  to	  be	  part	  of	  the	  project.	  We	  are	  not	  talking	  about	  outreach;	  we	  
are	  talking	  about	  someone	  with	  the	  skills	  to	  integrates	  biophysical	  science,	  social	  
science,	  perspecHves	  of	  stakeholders	  throughout	  the	  process.	  The	  key	  elements	  here	  
that	  guided	  our	  planning	  process?	  This	  person	  has	  to	  have	  specialized	  training	  in	  
being	  this	  integrator	  or	  “linker,”	  as	  we	  call	  them.	  And	  the	  person	  has	  to	  be	  paid	  just	  
like	  the	  biophysical	  scienHsts	  are	  paid	  and	  they	  have	  to	  be	  involved	  from	  the	  get-‐go.	  
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What,	  specifically,	  did	  we	  do	  with	  this	  principle?	  With	  our	  compeHHve	  research	  
program,	  we	  asked	  ourselves	  what	  would	  happen	  if	  we	  had	  an	  RFP	  that	  elevated	  
collaboraHve	  methods	  to	  the	  same	  level	  of	  importance	  and	  scruHny	  as	  biophysical	  
and	  social	  science	  methods?	  What	  if	  the	  proposal	  were	  reviewed	  by	  2	  people	  who	  
were	  experts	  in	  the	  biophysical	  or	  social	  science	  quesHon	  and	  2	  people	  who	  were	  
experts	  in	  linking	  methods?	  Would	  this	  transform	  tradiHonal,	  research	  projects	  into	  
short	  term,	  collaboraHve	  enterprises	  that	  are	  focused	  on	  linking	  science	  to	  decision?	  
On	  ppt	  or	  prezi,	  pie	  chart	  starts	  to	  build,	  show	  RFP	  wedge,	  budget.	  
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Next	  component…the	  transfer	  program.	  Have	  you	  seen	  RFPs	  where	  5%	  of	  the	  review	  
criteria	  asks	  applicants	  to	  transfer	  their	  findings	  to	  many	  different	  sectors?	  And	  
teams	  meet	  that	  charge	  by	  saying	  they	  are	  going	  to	  write	  paper,	  go	  to	  a	  conference,	  
create	  a	  DVD?	  With	  our	  transfer	  program,	  we	  asked	  ourselves	  what	  if	  instead	  of	  
teams	  expecHng	  to	  share	  their	  work	  with	  the	  universe,	  our	  program	  supported	  teams	  
in	  sharing	  informaHon	  about	  their	  work	  with	  specific,	  interested	  audiences	  in	  other	  
parts	  of	  the	  country?	  What	  if	  we	  did	  it	  while	  the	  research	  was	  happening?	  What	  if	  we	  
did	  this	  using	  collaboraHve	  methods	  so	  that	  people	  receiving	  this	  informaHon	  have	  
ownership?	  Pie	  chart	  con:nues	  to	  build,	  show	  transfer	  wedge.	  Emphasize	  pilot	  scale.	  
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Finally,	  the	  TIDES	  component.	  TIDES	  is	  our	  Masters	  program	  at	  UNH,	  where	  we’re	  
hoping	  to	  train	  the	  linkers	  of	  tomorrow.	  TIDES	  stands	  for	  Training	  for	  the	  IntegraHon	  
of	  Decisions	  and	  Ecosystems	  Science.	  We’ve	  had	  conversaHons	  with	  other	  funders	  
who	  are	  wrestling	  with	  these	  topics	  and	  a	  major	  quesHon	  that	  comes	  up	  (Ginger)	  is	  
that	  there	  no	  professional	  training	  for	  linkers.	  Career	  paths	  for	  social	  scienHsts,	  etc.,	  
but	  none	  for	  linkers.	  We	  decided	  to	  build	  an	  opportunity	  to	  pilot	  an	  approach	  for	  
training	  the	  next	  generaHon	  of	  linkers.	  The	  key	  to	  this	  experience	  is	  coursework	  on	  
ecology	  and	  parHcipatory	  processes	  and	  a	  6	  month	  internship	  at	  a	  Reserve	  working	  
with	  a	  Science	  CollaboraHve	  sponsored	  project.	  
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We	  were	  tesHng	  a	  lot	  of	  new	  ideas—how	  would	  we	  know	  whether	  they	  were	  
working?	  We	  knew	  we	  could	  not	  get	  enough	  informaHon	  through	  progress	  reports	  
and	  final	  reports,	  so	  we	  decided	  to	  do	  a	  lot	  of	  interviews,	  surveys,	  direct	  observaHon	  
of	  our	  project	  teams	  and	  our	  process	  of	  working	  with	  them.	  We’ve	  been	  using	  what	  
we	  learn	  to	  course	  correct	  our	  program	  design	  and	  adapt	  our	  program	  toward	  
success.	  We	  are	  very	  grateful	  for	  the	  flexibility	  that	  NOAA	  has	  allowed	  us	  to	  adapt	  our	  
approach	  toward	  becoming	  more	  effecHve.	  We’ll	  tell	  you	  a	  liMle	  bit	  more	  about	  how	  
our	  evaluaHon	  process	  works	  and	  how	  it’s	  changed	  our	  program	  a	  liMle	  later.	  
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The	  essence	  of	  today	  is	  talking	  about	  why	  some	  of	  these	  projects	  are	  tracking	  toward	  
successfully	  linking	  science	  to	  decisions,	  and	  why	  some	  are	  not.	  	  

16	  



What	  the	  program	  has	  been	  learning	  and	  how:	  Transfer	  and	  TIDES	  
	  
Objec=ve:	  ParHcipants	  understand	  the	  criHcal	  lessons	  learned	  with	  regard	  to	  TIDES	  
and	  Transfer.	  
	  	  
First	  we’ll	  talk	  to	  you	  about	  TIDES,	  our	  grad	  program,	  and	  then	  Transfer…we’ll	  pause	  
for	  	  Q&A,	  then	  we’ll	  dive	  into	  the	  largest	  part	  of	  our	  program…the	  compeHHve	  grants	  
research.	  
	  
Where	  do	  these	  conclusions	  come	  from?	  Here’s	  how	  we	  collect	  our	  data,	  and	  this	  
goes	  for	  the	  CompeHHve	  Grants	  porHon	  of	  our	  work	  as	  well:	  We	  do	  direct	  
observaHon	  of	  interacHons	  between	  projects	  teams	  and	  stakeholders;	  we	  do	  semi-‐
structured	  interviews	  with	  project	  teams	  and	  intended	  users	  of	  their	  work;	  we	  
conduct	  surveys	  of	  reviewers,	  panelists,	  and	  applicants;	  we	  keep	  notes	  on	  all	  of	  our	  
interacHons	  with	  teams;	  and	  of	  course,	  we	  collect	  progress	  reports	  and	  final	  reports.	  	  
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What	  are	  the	  quesHons	  we	  are	  asking?	  The	  big	  one	  is	  this—are	  we	  linking	  science	  to	  
decision	  making?	  While	  it’s	  a	  liMle	  premature	  to	  say	  that	  we	  are	  conclusively	  seeing	  
that,	  we	  do	  have	  data	  to	  address	  some	  underlying	  quesHons…	  
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…do	  people	  understand	  what	  we	  want	  to	  accomplish,	  do	  they	  see	  benefit,	  and	  how	  
would	  they	  improve	  our	  approach?	  
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The	  Take-‐Home	  Message	  for	  TIDES:	  By	  June	  2014,	  we	  will	  have	  graduated	  13	  
professionals	  who	  will	  have	  had	  a	  unique	  training	  and	  real	  world	  experience	  in	  linking	  
scienHsts	  and	  decision	  makers	  together	  at	  every	  stage	  of	  a	  research	  project.	  The	  five	  
students	  pictured	  above	  comprise	  our	  4th	  cohort.	  
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Some	  Reserves—though	  not	  all,	  as	  you’ll	  see-‐-‐	  that	  have	  had	  TIDES	  students	  have	  
noted	  great	  benefit	  from	  having	  a	  person	  dedicated	  not	  to	  science,	  not	  to	  policy—but	  
to	  the	  overlap	  between	  the	  two.	  But	  to	  really	  address	  the	  need	  linkers,	  there	  needs	  
more	  programs	  like	  this	  and/or	  TIDES	  needs	  to	  be	  a	  bigger	  program,	  and	  because	  
linking	  itself	  is	  very	  complicated,	  running	  a	  program	  like	  this	  is	  very	  challenging.	  	  
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Just	  want	  to	  set	  the	  stage	  by	  reminding	  you	  again	  about	  what’s	  special	  about	  TIDES.	  
When	  you	  look	  at	  similar	  Masters	  programs	  around	  the	  country,	  such	  as	  Duke’s	  
Coastal	  Environmental	  Management	  program	  or	  Oregon	  State	  U’s	  Marine	  Resource	  
Management	  program,	  you	  will	  see	  that	  they,	  like	  TIDES,	  offer	  both	  natural	  science	  
and	  social	  science	  courses.	  The	  key	  difference	  is	  in	  focus:	  as	  a	  TIDES	  student	  you	  are	  
required	  to	  take	  courses	  related	  to	  working	  on	  the	  ground	  as	  a	  bridge	  between	  
scienHsts	  and	  decision	  makers,	  such	  as	  a	  Conflict	  ResoluHon	  and	  Group	  Processes	  
class.	  With	  those	  other	  programs,	  group	  process	  skills—which	  we	  consider	  absolutely	  
criHcal	  to	  serving	  as	  a	  linker—are	  either	  not	  offered	  or	  they	  are	  an	  elecHve.	  The	  other	  
thing	  that	  is	  special	  about	  TIDES	  is	  the	  six-‐month	  internship	  at	  a	  Reserve,	  working	  on	  
a	  collaboraHve	  project.	  
	  

22	  



I’d	  like	  to	  quickly	  review	  some	  feedback	  we’ve	  goMen	  both	  from	  the	  students	  and	  
their	  internship	  supervisors	  at	  the	  Reserves.	  First,	  let’s	  talk	  about	  the	  students.	  We’re	  
talking	  about	  an	  N	  of	  13	  here	  because	  I	  included	  the	  five	  students	  who	  are	  in	  the	  
midst	  of	  their	  internships…they	  started	  in	  June	  of	  2013.	  
	  
We	  asked	  students	  to	  score	  their	  experience	  one	  through	  5,	  5	  being	  the	  best	  and	  
corresponding	  to	  this	  senHment:	  “Superior	  program	  and	  I	  can’t	  really	  suggest	  any	  
changes.”	  4	  means	  they	  can	  suggest	  a	  couple	  of	  changes.	  3	  means	  they’re	  split	  
between	  benefits	  versus	  things	  that	  need	  to	  be	  addressed	  and	  so	  on.	  	  
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What	  you	  see	  is	  that	  we	  have	  a	  lot	  of	  4s;	  only	  one	  5;	  and	  we	  have	  three	  people	  who	  
only	  gave	  the	  program	  a	  three.	  	  
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Let’s	  look	  at	  what	  issues	  came	  up	  most	  in	  terms	  of	  required	  improvements.	  First,	  
people	  suggested	  changes	  with	  regard	  to	  required	  courses.	  For	  example,	  people	  
wanted	  more	  policy	  and	  more	  science	  communicaHon…and	  less	  staHsHcs.	  Secondly,	  
we	  need	  to	  do	  a	  beMer	  job	  of	  clearly	  defining	  the	  expectaHons	  of	  these	  students.	  This	  
quote	  sums	  that	  up:	  
	  	  
“The	  academic	  expectaHons	  of	  the	  internship	  and	  portolio	  were	  not	  very	  clear,	  but	  
that	  is	  somewhat	  understandable	  as	  I	  was	  in	  the	  first	  cohort.	  Throughout	  my	  
experience	  I	  had	  to	  put	  a	  lot	  of	  effort	  into	  ensuring	  that	  I	  was	  on	  the	  right	  track	  and	  
that	  I	  was	  correctly	  informed	  of	  deadlines	  and	  expectaHons.”	  
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In	  terms	  of	  what	  people	  appreciated	  about	  TIDES,	  you’ll	  see	  that	  students	  liked	  the	  
interdisciplinary	  nature	  of	  the	  program;	  they	  liked	  opportunity	  to	  have	  real-‐world	  
experiences…this	  isn’t	  about	  the	  internship,	  by	  the	  way,	  but	  refers	  to	  our	  efforts	  to	  
involve	  the	  students	  in	  community	  issues	  during	  their	  coursework	  Hme	  at	  UNH;	  they	  
do	  like	  the	  internship	  as	  you	  see,	  and	  they	  also	  appreciate	  the	  focus	  on	  pracHcal	  skill	  
building…facilitaHon,	  meeHng	  design,	  etc,.	  	  
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As	  one	  student	  noted:	  “I	  think	  a	  lot	  of	  people	  have	  been	  surprised	  and	  impressed	  
with	  what	  I	  understand	  about	  relaHonship	  building,	  public	  process,	  and	  
communicaHng	  science	  considering	  I	  am	  24	  and	  limited	  to	  mostly	  school	  related	  
experiences."	  
	  
Aver	  finishing	  her	  internship	  at	  the	  Mission-‐Aransas	  Reserve,	  Catherine	  finished	  her	  
coursework,	  graduated	  in	  May,	  2013	  and	  in	  September	  2013,	  accepted	  a	  posiHon	  as	  
coordinator	  of	  the	  Beach	  Watcher	  program,	  in	  Skagit	  County,	  WA,	  located	  only	  a	  few	  
miles	  from	  the	  Padilla	  Bay	  Reserve.	  
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Now,	  let’s	  move	  on	  to	  what	  the	  supervisors	  of	  the	  interns	  say	  about	  their	  experience.	  
Here	  the	  n	  is	  12	  because	  we’re	  talking	  about	  13	  students	  but	  two	  of	  them	  were	  
mentored	  by	  the	  same	  person.	  What	  you	  can	  see	  is	  that,	  similarly	  to	  the	  students,	  we	  
have	  mostly	  4s,	  with	  three	  3s	  and	  two	  5’s.	  
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What	  did	  people	  most	  want	  to	  improve?	  It’s	  clear	  that	  UNH	  and	  the	  Reserves	  have	  to	  
work	  harder	  to	  set	  clear	  objecHves	  for	  the	  students.	  Folks	  also	  note	  that	  it’s	  
important	  to	  understand	  how	  much	  work	  supervision	  is.	  As	  you	  can	  see,	  3	  people	  felt	  
that	  their	  interns	  weren’t	  really	  ready	  to	  contribute	  and	  needed	  a	  lot	  of	  help…	  
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…On	  the	  other	  hand,	  on	  the	  posiHve	  side,	  you	  had	  six	  people	  saying	  that	  the	  interns	  
really	  did	  contribute,	  and	  that	  they	  liked	  that	  the	  TIDES	  student	  was	  really	  integrated	  
with	  the	  Reserve,	  unlike,	  for	  example,	  what	  happens	  with	  Graduate	  Research	  
Fellows.	  	  
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This	  quote	  sums	  it	  up	  really	  nicely:	  
	  	  
“The	  integraHon	  did	  require	  a	  commitment	  by	  Reserve	  staff.	  Many	  of	  the	  TIDES	  
fellows	  are	  new	  in	  their	  career	  and	  want/require	  instrucHon.	  This	  is	  of	  course	  a	  
benefit	  but	  also	  an	  underesHmated	  Hme	  commitment.	  When	  I	  think	  and	  compare	  it	  
to	  the	  GRF	  program:	  the	  GRFs	  produce	  a	  good	  quality	  science	  product	  with	  liMle	  
outlaid	  cost	  (Hme	  and	  money),	  but	  tend	  to	  be	  less	  integrated	  and	  therein	  have	  less	  of	  
a	  long-‐term	  connecHon	  with	  the	  system.	  TIDES	  add	  a	  bonus	  of	  services	  at	  the	  
Reserves	  when	  they	  are	  onsite	  and	  due	  to	  the	  instrucHonal	  capacity,	  have	  a	  strong	  
long-‐term	  connecHon	  the	  system.	  We	  have	  provided	  the	  graduate	  student	  sHpend	  
for	  the	  TIDES	  in	  both	  scenarios	  and	  I	  feel	  that	  it	  is	  money	  well-‐spent.	  As	  I	  said	  before,	  
the	  students	  are	  the	  cream-‐of-‐the-‐crop	  and	  helping	  to	  support	  them	  is	  a	  no-‐brainer."	  
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In	  conclusion,	  we	  have	  a	  lot	  of	  posiHve	  things	  going	  on	  here	  but	  a	  lot	  of	  wrinkles	  to	  
iron	  out	  as	  well.	  It	  seems	  clear	  that	  TIDES	  is	  valued	  and	  will	  be	  more	  valued	  if	  it	  gets	  
more	  support.	  If	  others	  agree	  that	  it	  should	  be	  conHnued,	  we	  would	  look	  at	  gegng	  
addiHonal	  support	  from	  other	  partners	  at	  UNH	  and	  perhaps	  linking	  to	  other	  programs	  
across	  the	  country.	  
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Let’s	  switch	  gears	  and	  talk	  about	  “Transfer,”	  an	  important	  component	  of	  our	  program	  
but	  one	  that	  is	  oven	  misunderstood.	  
	  
To	  recap,	  in	  a	  nutshell,	  the	  purpose	  of	  what	  we	  call	  “transfer”	  is	  to	  share	  informaHon	  
about	  the	  research	  we	  fund	  through	  the	  RFP	  with	  the	  Reserve	  System,	  using	  program	  
resources	  (our	  Hme	  and	  money)	  and	  some	  of	  the	  collaboraHve	  principles	  menHoned	  
earlier.	  You	  might	  be	  thinking	  I’m	  talking	  about	  tradiHonal	  communicaHons,	  and	  
while	  we	  do	  include	  elements	  of	  that,	  we	  think	  of	  transfer	  more	  as	  a	  dynamic,	  
inquiry-‐based	  partnership	  focused	  on	  sharing	  informaHon.	  
	  
As	  a	  component,	  transfer	  is	  a	  liMle	  younger	  than	  other	  parts	  of	  our	  program	  and	  our	  
data	  to	  assess	  it	  is	  green	  and	  just	  starHng	  to	  come	  in	  so	  we	  can’t	  present	  a	  true	  
analysis,	  but	  based	  on	  what	  we	  have	  seen	  so	  far…We’ve	  found	  that:	  
	  
If	  you	  want	  to	  create	  access	  to	  place-‐based	  research	  so	  that	  it	  can	  be	  used	  by	  people	  
in	  other	  parts	  of	  country…	  
	  
if	  you	  want	  to	  connect	  the	  dots	  between	  Waquoit	  Bay’s	  Blue	  Carbon	  project	  on	  Cape	  
Cod	  with	  the	  West	  Coast	  and	  the	  Gulf…then	  we	  think	  transfer	  is	  a	  beMer	  model	  than	  
an	  end	  of	  pipe	  acHvity	  as	  it	  so	  oven	  happens.	  And	  we	  think	  it’s	  beMer	  than	  asking	  
invesHgators	  to	  do	  it	  alone	  as	  part	  of	  their	  research	  grant	  without	  real	  guidance	  or	  	  
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More	  specifically,	  we	  are	  seeing	  that	  as	  a	  result	  of	  this	  approach,	  the	  place	  based	  
research	  project	  can	  be	  improved,	  people	  from	  beyond	  that	  project’s	  boundaries	  get	  
to	  use	  aspects	  of	  the	  science	  sooner,	  and	  they	  have	  greater	  ownership	  in	  the	  idea	  of	  
using	  it	  locally	  to	  meet	  their	  needs.	  That’s	  what	  I	  would	  like	  to	  talk	  about	  today,	  and	  
I’ll	  put	  it	  in	  the	  context	  of	  those	  underlying	  quesHons	  referred	  to	  earlier…	  
	  
Will	  people	  understand	  what	  we	  are	  trying	  to	  accomplish?	  Will	  they	  see	  benefit?	  
What	  would	  they	  improve?	  	  
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First	  let’s	  do	  the	  numbers	  so	  you	  have	  a	  sense	  of	  scale.	  So	  far,	  we’ve	  invested	  in	  15	  
transfer	  projects,	  which	  have	  involved	  12	  collaboraHve	  research	  projects,	  and	  
reached	  24	  Reserves.	  The	  red	  dots	  here	  are	  research	  projects	  and	  the	  yellow	  dots	  are	  
Reserves	  that	  are	  engaging/or	  have	  engaged	  in	  transfer	  with	  them.	  Transfer	  has	  
involved	  the	  development	  of	  two	  day-‐trainings,	  professional	  sharing	  workshops,	  
webinars,	  demonstraHons	  of	  distance	  communicaHon	  technologies,	  online	  short	  
courses,	  technical	  demonstraHons,	  videos,	  needs	  assessments,	  Teachers	  on	  the	  
Estuary	  Trainings—all	  inspired	  by	  the	  research	  we	  fund.	  
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Now,	  let’s	  look	  at	  the	  first	  underlying	  quesHon:	  Do	  people	  understand	  what	  we	  are	  
trying	  to	  accomplish	  through	  transfer?	  Do	  they	  get	  it?	  	  
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The	  answer	  is	  “yes,”	  but	  it	  takes	  hands	  on	  learning.	  It’s	  hard	  to	  get	  in	  the	  abstract,	  
but	  we’ve	  found	  people	  get	  it	  when	  they	  parHcipate	  in	  a	  transfer	  project.	  Even	  then	  
they	  oven	  don’t	  understand	  first	  and	  we	  have	  to	  help	  them	  along,	  but	  this	  is	  easy	  to	  
do	  because	  we	  are	  very	  hands-‐on	  ourselves.	  SomeHmes	  we	  are	  a	  core	  member	  or	  
manager	  of	  a	  project	  team	  and	  someHmes	  we	  give	  them	  funding	  to	  do	  the	  work	  
themselves	  through	  scaled	  funding	  opportuniHes	  we	  call	  “Transfer	  Requests	  for	  
Ideas”	  (TRFI).	  In	  the	  case	  of	  the	  TRFI	  we	  use	  a	  flexible,	  iteraHve	  process	  that	  lets	  
people	  ask	  quesHons,	  rejigger	  their	  approach,	  and	  ask	  for	  help	  when	  they	  need	  it.	  
We’ve	  been	  conducHng	  surveys	  on	  applicants	  and	  will	  be	  doing	  exit	  interviews	  to	  
conHnue	  to	  refine	  the	  process,	  but	  we	  fell	  we	  are	  on	  the	  right	  track,	  because	  most	  of	  
what	  we	  are	  hearing	  prom	  people	  looks	  like	  this….	  
	  
“It	  was	  a	  straightorward	  process,	  which	  we	  really	  appreciated.	  I	  think	  it's	  a	  great	  idea	  
to	  create	  a	  space	  for	  the	  kind	  of	  fresh,	  innovaHve	  thinking	  that	  went	  into	  the	  two	  RFIs	  
that	  I	  am	  working	  on.	  Nicely	  done!”	  —TRFI	  applicant 	  	  	  
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Now	  the	  second	  quesHon:	  Do	  people	  see	  benefits	  to	  transfer?	  Again,	  it’s	  early	  to	  say,	  
but	  indicaHons	  are	  that	  it	  will	  be	  “Yes”	  for	  this	  as	  well.	  For	  the	  transfer	  projects	  that	  
have	  been	  completed,	  which	  include	  the	  collaboraHve	  learning	  training	  and	  the	  first	  
cohort	  from	  our	  spring	  2012	  transfer	  funding	  opportunity,	  the	  response	  of	  all	  
parHcipants	  has	  been	  generally	  posiHve.	  In	  the	  interests	  of	  Hme,	  I’m	  not	  going	  to	  
show	  you	  that	  survey	  data,	  but	  instead	  I’d	  like	  to	  focus	  in	  on	  specific	  benefits	  that	  
people	  talked	  about	  in	  their	  feedback	  to	  us,	  some	  of	  which	  came	  as	  a	  surprise.	  
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Several	  invesHgators	  already	  have	  reported	  that	  transfer	  acHviHes	  have	  had	  a	  direct	  
benefit	  on	  their	  collaboraHve	  research	  project,	  giving	  them	  another	  set	  of	  
perspecHves	  they	  might	  not	  have	  had.	  The	  picture	  above	  comes	  from	  the	  Waquoit	  
Bay	  “Blue	  Carbon”	  project.	  What	  they	  learned	  at	  the	  transfer	  workshop	  last	  spring	  is	  
influencing	  the	  economic	  and	  policy	  analysis	  porHon	  of	  their	  research;	  they	  are	  
seeing	  that	  the	  methodology	  will	  be	  more	  cost	  effecHve	  to	  use	  for	  larger	  scale	  
wetland	  projects	  and	  they’ve	  adjusted	  their	  project	  accordingly.	  
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Others	  designed	  their	  transfer	  projects	  with	  this	  in	  mind,	  as	  was	  the	  case	  with	  two	  
California	  projects,	  one	  in	  Tijuana,	  one	  in	  San	  Francisco,	  both	  concerned	  with	  sea	  
level	  rise.	  Here’s	  a	  quote	  from	  an	  invesHgator	  from	  the	  SF	  project.	  
	  
We	  hoped	  for	  outcomes	  like	  these,	  but	  frankly	  did	  not	  expect	  them,	  because	  we	  had	  
this	  assumpHon	  underlying	  that	  transfer	  would	  be	  a	  somewhat	  “altruisHc”	  acHvity	  for	  
invesHgators,	  that	  there	  would	  be	  less	  in	  it	  for	  them.	  	  
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Another	  benefit	  that	  people	  have	  expressed	  is	  that	  transfer	  increases	  their	  capacity	  
to	  communicate	  about	  their	  work	  and	  their	  prioriHes	  to	  colleagues	  and	  their	  funders.	  
This	  happens	  in	  many	  different	  ways.	  I’ll	  use	  an	  example	  from	  the	  Waquoit	  Bay	  
project.	  	  
	  
Here’s	  one	  of	  the	  invesHgator’s	  on	  the	  team,	  Kevin	  Kroger,	  a	  geologist	  with	  USGS.	  
Kevin	  has	  described	  working	  with	  the	  Waquoit	  NERRS	  on	  their	  blue	  carbon	  project	  as	  
an	  “NSF	  broader	  impacts	  bonanza”	  that	  could	  help	  him	  land	  future	  grants.	  He’s	  
referring	  not	  only	  to	  the	  transfer	  projects	  by	  the	  way,	  but	  to	  the	  way	  the	  
collaboraHve	  process	  engages	  stakeholders—from	  the	  collaboraHve	  learning	  training	  
they	  held	  as	  a	  kick	  off	  all	  the	  way	  through.	  
	  
It’s	  also	  a	  capacity	  builder	  for	  people	  on	  the	  other	  side	  of	  the	  partnership.	  For	  
example,	  Reserve	  staff	  working	  on	  proposals	  to	  bring	  informaHon	  and	  experHse	  from	  
that	  same	  blue	  carbon	  project	  to	  their	  Reserves	  have	  expressed	  appreciaHon	  for	  the	  
ability	  to	  build	  their	  grant	  wriHng	  skills	  by	  working	  iteraHvely	  and	  directly	  with	  a	  
funder	  on	  a	  submission	  like	  they	  have	  through	  our	  TRFI,	  we’ve	  had	  people	  call	  the	  
TRFI	  “training	  wheels”	  for	  going	  aver	  bigger	  grants..	  
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Now	  for	  the	  last	  underlying	  quesHon—what	  would	  the	  people	  we’ve	  worked	  with	  do	  
to	  improve	  transfer?	  This	  is	  a	  quesHon	  we’ve	  asked	  our	  partners	  from	  the	  beginning,	  
they	  are	  not	  shy	  about	  telling	  us,	  and	  we’ve	  used	  their	  feedback	  in	  many	  ways	  to	  
adapt	  our	  approach	  in	  keeping	  with	  our	  program	  management	  strategy.	  In	  the	  
interest	  of	  Hme,	  I’ll	  just	  focus	  on	  the	  most	  overarching	  change	  inspired	  by	  their	  
feedback:	  	  
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The	  name	  of	  our	  first	  significant	  transfer	  effort—a	  CollaboraHve	  Learning	  training	  (Working	  
Together	  to	  Get	  things	  Done)	  that	  reached	  10	  Reserves	  and	  200	  people—	  sums	  up	  our	  
change	  in	  approach.	  
	  
Our	  iniHal	  expectaHon	  for	  this	  project	  was	  that	  we	  would	  use	  the	  ADDIE	  model	  to	  develop	  a	  
turnkey	  training	  that	  any	  appropriately	  prepared	  trainer	  could	  deliver.	  In	  the	  process	  we	  
would	  learn	  a	  lot	  about	  working	  with	  Reserves	  to	  move	  a	  largish	  scale	  transfer	  product	  
around	  the	  system.	  Turns	  out,	  we	  did	  learn	  a	  lot	  including	  a	  big	  surprise—even	  though	  
people	  were	  really	  interested	  at	  the	  outset	  (we	  had	  18	  Reserves	  sign	  up	  immediately)	  the	  
kind	  of	  training	  we	  had	  in	  mind	  was	  not	  what	  the	  invesHgator	  wanted	  to	  provide,	  nor	  was	  it	  
what	  people	  were	  interested	  in	  bringing	  to	  their	  Reserves.	  What	  they	  wanted	  was	  our	  
support	  in	  providing	  more	  of	  a	  consultancy/workshop	  model	  that	  helped	  people	  understand	  
how	  collaboraHve	  learning	  could	  be	  applied	  to	  many	  different	  situaHons.	  
	  
if	  we	  had	  held	  to	  our	  original	  idea,	  we	  would	  have	  spent	  a	  lot	  more	  money	  and	  Hme	  and	  the	  
parHcipaHng	  invesHgator	  and	  interested	  Reserves	  would	  have	  not	  had	  so	  much	  investment	  in	  
the	  outcome.	  Instead,	  aver	  the	  iniHal	  pilot,	  we	  reframed	  the	  project	  to	  be	  more	  like	  a	  
partnership	  in	  which	  our	  role	  was	  to	  bring	  people	  together	  and	  then	  provide	  coordinaHon	  
and	  resources	  to	  make	  informaHon	  sharing	  happen.	  	  
	  
And	  that’s	  been	  our	  approach	  ever	  since—to	  help	  people	  think	  through	  what	  they	  really	  
wanted	  to	  know	  about,	  why	  they	  want	  to	  know	  it,	  and	  how	  best	  to	  share	  informaHon	  on	  the	  
topic	  at	  hand.	  They	  have	  to	  give	  us	  their	  input	  on	  all	  of	  these	  things—then	  we	  use	  our	  
resources	  to	  boost	  their	  capacity	  to	  do	  so.	  This	  is	  what	  we	  mean	  when	  we	  say	  that	  transfer	  is	  
a	  dynamic,	  inquiry	  based	  partnership.	  
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In	  the	  next	  year,	  we	  will	  refine	  the	  plan	  for	  final	  evaluaHon	  of	  this	  component	  of	  our	  
program,	  collecHng	  a	  lot	  more	  data,	  and	  conducHng	  a	  more	  formal	  analysis.	  As	  part	  
of	  that,	  we	  will	  be	  asking	  
	  
—How	  we	  could,	  in	  the	  future,	  do	  a	  beMer	  job	  of	  preparing	  and	  resourcing	  
invesHgators	  to	  parHcipate	  in	  the	  transfer	  process,	  which	  we	  feel	  is	  closely	  related	  to	  
their	  ability	  to	  communicate	  with	  diverse	  stakeholders	  on	  CollaboraHve	  projects.	  
	  
—How	  to	  plug	  scaled	  transfer	  projects	  and	  products	  into	  larger	  iniHaHves?	  
	  
	  Could	  someone	  take	  what	  we	  have	  been	  learning	  about	  how	  to	  do	  transfer	  involving	  
a	  few	  reserves	  and	  scale	  it	  up—not	  only	  to	  include	  more	  Reserves	  but	  other	  groups	  in	  
coastal	  management?	  What	  would	  the	  obstacles	  be?	  Where	  would	  the	  opportuniHes	  
lie?	  
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Though	  early,	  it	  seems	  our	  model	  for	  funding	  science	  that	  links	  to	  decisions	  
represents	  a	  significant	  step	  forward.	  	  
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We	  had	  no	  idea	  how	  deep	  and	  abundant	  the	  differences	  are	  in	  how	  people	  look	  at	  
linking	  science	  to	  decisions…and	  I’m	  just	  talking	  about	  between	  different	  kinds	  of	  
scienHsts	  and	  environmental	  communicators…I’m	  not	  even	  talking	  about	  
stakeholders.	  
	  
Also,	  we	  had	  no	  idea	  that	  even	  the	  people	  who	  managed	  our	  approach	  the	  best	  
would	  sHll	  find	  it	  so	  difficult.	  
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There	  are	  a	  lot	  of	  ways	  to	  improve	  this	  approach.	  We	  are	  far	  from	  done	  in	  terms	  
learning	  from	  and	  improving	  on	  what	  we’ve	  started.	  
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Let’s	  take	  a	  second	  to	  revisit	  the	  quesHons	  we’re	  asking	  with	  this	  formaHve	  
assessment.	  Do	  people	  understand	  what	  we	  want	  to	  accomplish;	  do	  they	  see	  the	  
benefit;	  how	  would	  they	  improve	  the	  research	  program?	  
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First,	  let’s	  talk	  about	  if	  people	  are	  gegng	  it.	  One	  way	  to	  get	  at	  this	  is	  to	  look	  at	  the	  
proposals	  and	  another	  is	  to	  look	  at	  what	  happens	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  way	  the	  proposals	  
are	  being	  implemented.	  
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Alright…the	  proposals.	  We	  went	  through	  the	  first	  three	  years	  of	  the	  proposal	  process	  
and	  applied	  a	  rubric	  to	  the	  proposals	  that	  were	  funded.	  In	  addiHon,	  we	  included	  the	  
last	  CICEET	  round,	  which	  had	  four	  funded	  proposals,	  because	  we	  felt	  that	  the	  
CollaboraHve	  was	  a	  significant	  step	  up	  from	  the	  later	  CICEET	  years,	  which	  to	  be	  fair,	  
also	  put	  a	  fair	  emphasis	  on	  collaboraHon.	  But	  we	  wanted	  to	  see	  if	  the	  proposals	  were	  
scored	  differently.	  	  
	  	  
A	  note	  on	  the	  rubric.	  Again,	  a	  1	  is	  the	  lowest;	  5	  is	  the	  highest.	  This	  rubric	  looks	  at	  the	  
level	  of	  collaboraHon	  in	  funded	  proposals.	  	  Numbers	  relate	  to	  the	  level	  of	  detail	  in	  
describing	  collaboraHon	  methods,	  objecHves	  and	  acHviHes,	  collaboraHon	  experHse	  
on	  the	  project	  team	  and	  the	  amount	  of	  budget	  support	  for	  collaboraHon	  acHviHes	  
and	  team	  members.	  So,	  a	  1	  indicates	  that	  the	  proposal	  is	  insufficient	  in	  all	  areas	  and	  a	  
5	  indicates	  that	  the	  proposal	  is	  very	  strong	  in	  terms	  of	  methods	  detail,	  experHse	  on	  
the	  team,	  Hme	  and	  money	  to	  accomplish	  goals.	  Note	  that	  this	  is	  not	  a	  judgment	  of	  
empirical	  quality,	  but	  on	  whether	  proposal	  are	  including	  linkers	  and	  allocaHng	  
resources	  to	  their	  work,	  according	  to	  what	  we	  had	  hoped.	  
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Here’s	  what	  we	  saw.	  What	  you	  see	  is	  that	  there	  does	  turn	  out	  to	  be	  a	  real	  
progression	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  amount	  of	  resources	  and	  experHse	  allocated	  to	  
collaboraHon	  as	  the	  years	  progress.	  To	  put	  this	  in	  perspecHve,	  one	  of	  those	  “zone	  1”	  
projects	  had	  an	  ecologist	  as	  the	  collaboraHon	  lead	  and	  only	  1%	  of	  the	  budget	  went	  
toward	  outreach.	  In	  contrast,	  one	  of	  those	  Zone	  5	  projects—this	  one	  deals	  with	  sea	  
level	  rise	  on	  Deal	  Island	  out	  in	  the	  Chesapeake	  Bay—has	  23%	  of	  the	  budget	  going	  to	  
collaboraHon	  and	  they’ve	  got	  several	  people	  helping	  with	  collaboraHon,	  including	  a	  
PhD	  anthropologist	  and	  a	  PhD	  environmental	  educator.	  
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The	  evidence	  from	  interviews	  and	  other	  feedback	  is	  that	  this	  progression	  is	  related	  to	  
three	  things:	  1)	  a	  clearer	  and	  more	  demanding	  RFP;	  2)	  a	  review	  process	  that	  gives	  
equal	  weight	  to	  collaboraHve	  reviewers	  and	  3)	  a	  more	  interacHve	  review	  process	  
where	  we	  at	  the	  CollaboraHve	  can	  give	  people	  advice	  during	  the	  proposal	  
development	  process,	  or	  even	  post-‐award.	  
	  
Now,	  does	  this	  mean	  that	  the	  graph	  on	  the	  previous	  page	  also	  applies	  to	  how	  these	  
projects	  funcHon?	  We’ll	  take	  a	  look	  at	  that	  in	  just	  one	  second.	  	  
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The	  rubric	  for	  how	  a	  project	  funcHons	  on	  the	  ground	  is	  solely	  related	  to	  our	  direct	  
observaHons	  and	  the	  many	  conversaHons	  we	  have	  with	  project	  teams.	  Our	  direct	  
observaHon	  protocol	  involves	  fairly	  standard	  qualitaHve	  procedures,	  where	  an	  
observer	  (show	  picture)	  monitors	  event	  with	  a	  template	  direcHng	  him/her	  to	  note	  
certain	  observaHons.	  In	  our	  case,	  we’re	  interested	  in	  facilitaHon	  and	  evidence	  that	  
the	  meeHng	  is	  affecHng	  the	  three	  aMributes:	  sound	  science;	  relevant	  science;	  done	  in	  
a	  fair	  way.	  
	  
In	  this	  case,	  the	  1	  through	  5	  rubric	  has	  to	  do	  with	  how	  effecHvely	  the	  project	  team	  is	  
facilitaHng	  conversaHons	  between	  scienHsts	  and	  stakeholders,	  and	  how	  much	  
opportunity	  different	  parHcipants	  get	  within	  meeHngs	  and	  the	  project	  as	  a	  whole	  to	  
weigh	  in	  on	  the	  project	  approach.	  
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As	  you	  can	  see,	  the	  paMerns	  are	  similar	  but	  not	  idenHcal.	  Now,	  we	  could	  chase	  some	  
rabbit	  holes	  about	  how	  these	  paMerns	  compare…For	  us,	  the	  point	  is	  that	  we	  want	  as	  
many	  fives	  as	  possible.The	  rectangular	  box	  at	  the	  top	  of	  the	  slide	  emphasizes	  that	  12	  
of	  the	  19	  projects	  are	  in	  Zone	  5.	  But	  in	  our	  last	  year,	  we’ve	  got	  three	  4’s	  and	  one	  3.	  	  
	  
Let’s	  talk	  a	  liMle	  bit	  more	  about	  what	  these	  numbers	  mean	  to	  us.	  A	  five	  would	  be	  like	  
the	  Waquoit	  or	  Hudson	  River	  projects	  you’ve	  heard	  about	  today.	  For	  those	  of	  you,	  
who	  weren’t	  here	  this	  morning,	  both	  these	  projects	  invest	  a	  lot	  in	  facilitaHon	  and	  in	  
bringing	  in	  users	  to	  do	  more	  than	  listen…to	  actually	  contribute	  to	  the	  science.	  A	  three	  
would	  be	  this	  project	  (indicated	  by	  the	  blue	  arrow),	  which	  has	  to	  do	  with	  climate	  
change	  and	  is	  struggling	  with	  bringing	  the	  different	  disciplines	  within	  the	  projects	  and	  
its	  stakeholders	  together.	  But,	  the	  project	  has	  improved	  how	  they	  manage	  group	  
processes—they’ve	  brought	  in	  other	  people	  to	  help—and	  we	  feel	  confident	  that	  
they’ll	  improve.	  
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The	  twos	  are	  from	  year	  1	  and	  are	  a	  result	  of	  a	  flawed	  review	  process,	  which	  some	  of	  
you	  have	  heard	  me	  discuss	  before,	  and	  an	  RFP	  that	  could	  have	  been	  clearer.	  So,	  in	  
both	  cases,	  there	  wasn’t	  enough	  money	  and	  power	  vested	  in	  the	  linking	  role,	  and	  not	  
enough	  of	  a	  commitment	  to	  bring	  in	  a	  diversity	  of	  intended	  users	  throughout	  the	  
process.	  That	  said,	  we	  were	  able	  to	  intervene,	  and	  both	  these	  projects	  have	  made	  
significant	  improvements.	  I	  want	  to	  reiterate	  that	  our	  scale	  is	  fairly	  ambiHous—even	  
if	  we	  hadn’t	  intervened,	  observers	  of	  these	  projects	  would	  have	  considered	  them	  
very	  strong	  applied	  research	  projects	  with	  even	  more	  than	  the	  usual	  commitment	  to	  
involving	  intended	  users.	  
	  
So,	  as	  the	  Program	  considers	  this	  formaHve	  assessment	  data,	  we	  want	  to	  figure	  out	  
what	  we	  can	  do	  to	  get	  those	  up	  into	  the	  five	  zone.	  And	  there’s	  a	  second	  quesHon…
virtually	  every	  one	  of	  these	  projects	  that	  received	  a	  five	  raHng	  is	  telling	  us…”Wow,	  
we	  didn't’	  know	  this	  was	  going	  to	  be	  so	  hard.	  We	  could	  use	  more	  support.”	  So,	  we	  
want	  to	  address	  that.	  
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Why	  are	  we	  gegng	  this	  comment	  that	  this	  approach	  is	  so	  “hard’?	  The	  feedback	  
we’ve	  been	  gegng	  is	  that	  this	  approach	  is	  simply	  much	  more	  complicated,	  and	  
involves	  many	  more	  moving	  parts	  than	  a	  tradiHonal	  research	  project.	  
	  
That	  said,	  interviewees	  have	  been	  fairly	  consistent	  that	  this	  approach	  IS	  worth	  it,	  
from	  what	  they	  can	  tell	  at	  this	  early	  juncture.	  
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The	  other	  quesHons	  we	  had	  were:	  are	  people	  seeing	  this	  process	  as	  beneficial?	  And	  
what	  improvements	  are	  they	  suggesHng?	  To	  answer	  that,	  let’s	  look	  at	  our	  interview	  
data.	  For	  each	  project,	  following	  our	  direct	  observaHons,	  we	  conduct	  interviews	  with	  
two	  people	  from	  the	  project	  team—one	  more	  concerned	  with	  knowledge	  generaHon,	  
the	  other	  more	  concerned	  with	  knowledge	  linking—and	  then	  we	  talk	  to	  four	  people	  
who	  are	  considered	  stakeholders	  or	  intended	  users.	  For	  16	  projects,	  we	  interviewed	  
92	  people	  from	  three	  cohorts.	  The	  interview	  asks	  open	  ended	  quesHons	  like:	  What	  
did	  you	  like	  about	  the	  meeHng,	  if	  anything?	  What	  would	  you	  improve,	  if	  anything?	  
How	  does	  this	  experience	  compare	  with	  other	  experiences	  you’ve	  had?	  The	  data	  
were	  then	  analyzed	  qualitaHvely,	  where	  you	  essenHally	  code	  the	  ideas	  into	  bins,	  such	  
as	  “We	  need	  more	  Hme	  to	  interact	  with	  users,”	  etc.	  These	  bins	  are	  not	  created	  
beforehand;	  they	  arise	  from	  the	  data,	  which	  is	  one	  of	  the	  aspects	  that	  makes	  it	  
qualitaHve.	  
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On	  this	  slide,	  there	  are	  92	  squares,	  represenHng	  the	  92	  people	  we	  interviewed.	  Let	  
me	  explain	  the	  colors.	  Yellow	  squares	  denote	  that	  the	  interviewee,	  at	  some	  point	  in	  
the	  interview,	  noted	  that	  they	  felt	  that	  this	  project	  was	  not	  only	  beneficial,	  but	  
disHncHvely	  so	  from	  their	  previous	  experience.	  Green	  squares	  denote	  interviews	  
where	  the	  tone	  is	  genuinely	  posiHve	  but	  nothing	  is	  said	  about	  the	  approach	  being	  
superior	  to	  other	  approaches.	  	  The	  three	  black	  squares	  are	  the	  three	  interviews	  out	  
of	  92,	  where	  people	  were	  mostly	  unhappy	  with	  the	  approach.	  
	  
You’ll	  also	  noHce	  that	  towards	  the	  lower	  right	  corner,	  some	  squares	  are	  white;	  this	  
shows	  that	  in	  those	  cases,	  we	  weren’t	  able	  to	  interview	  all	  6	  people	  we	  had	  hoped.	  
	  
First,	  let’s	  talk	  about	  these	  three	  black	  boxes.	  We	  debated	  about	  how	  to	  code	  the	  top	  
one,	  because	  it	  actually	  seemed	  that	  the	  user	  liked	  the	  intent	  of	  the	  approach…he	  
was	  just	  very	  disappointed	  in	  the	  way	  it	  was	  implemented.	  In	  both	  of	  the	  other	  cases,	  
the	  users	  really	  just	  didn’t	  like	  that	  the	  scienHsts	  were	  ceding	  control	  to	  the	  users.	  It	  
just	  flat	  out	  made	  them	  uncomfortable.	  
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But	  89	  out	  of	  92	  people	  were	  at	  least	  generally	  posiHve	  about	  this	  approach,	  which	  is	  
graHfying	  to	  us	  because	  we	  didn’t	  know	  how	  people	  were	  going	  to	  react	  to	  this,	  to	  be	  
honest.	  And	  to	  our	  surprise,	  37	  of	  the	  92	  people	  said	  that	  the	  process	  was	  beneficial	  
and	  disHncHve	  from	  other	  experiences	  they’ve	  had	  with	  applied	  research	  in	  the	  past.	  
This	  is	  especially	  notable	  since	  this	  was	  not	  a	  choice	  given	  to	  them	  in	  a	  survey…we	  
simply	  asked	  them	  to	  talk	  about	  this	  experience	  in	  reference	  to	  their	  past	  
experiences,	  and	  40%	  of	  the	  interviews	  felt	  this	  was	  disHncHvely	  beneficial.	  
	  
So,	  we	  coded	  (analyzed	  the	  interview	  data)	  those	  yellow	  responses	  a	  bit	  more	  deeply	  
to	  find	  out	  what	  was	  it	  that	  they	  zeroed	  on	  as	  being	  special	  about	  the	  experience,	  
and	  here’s	  what	  we	  found…	  
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To	  give	  you	  a	  sense	  of	  what	  this	  looked	  like	  in	  the	  interview	  data,	  I’m	  just	  going	  to	  
show	  you	  three	  excerpts.	  
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Users	  Impact	  Early	  and	  Oven	  
	  
“I	  don't	  believe	  I've	  ever	  really	  parHcipated	  in	  anything	  really	  that	  is	  comparable	  to	  
this	  in	  the	  past.	  Yes,	  our	  agency	  does	  someHmes	  have	  workshops	  but	  nothing	  that's	  
gone	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  this	  project	  has	  to	  try	  to	  have	  broad-‐based	  support	  
throughout	  the	  planning	  and	  incepHon	  stages.”	  	  
	  
-‐-‐Larry	  Wilson,	  NY	  Dept.	  of	  Environmental	  ConservaHon	  	  
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Flexibility	  to	  Respond	  to	  Users	  
	  
“First	  Hme	  I’ve	  ever	  been	  on	  a	  project	  like	  this—our	  user	  group	  can	  actually	  make	  
substanHve	  decisions	  about	  the	  science	  that	  we’re	  going	  to	  conduct.”	  
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Finally,	  let’s	  address	  that	  quesHon	  of	  how	  people	  would	  improve	  the	  situaHon.	  As	  I	  
noted	  earlier,	  one	  of	  the	  big	  lessons	  of	  this	  whole	  experience	  for	  us	  is	  that	  what	  
we’re	  doing	  is	  both	  very	  new	  and	  very	  unusual,	  but	  also	  very	  hard.	  You	  saw	  a	  quote	  
earlier	  from	  Dr.	  Peterson	  of	  Texas	  A&M,	  who’s	  been	  a	  linker	  for	  over	  two	  decades	  
has	  never	  been	  on	  a	  project	  before	  where	  the	  users	  can	  ask	  for	  a	  change	  to	  the	  
methods	  and	  the	  team	  actually	  has	  the	  flexibility	  to	  make	  that	  change.	  So	  this	  is	  
new…but	  with	  the	  newness	  comes	  difficulHes.	  
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When	  we	  coded	  all	  92	  interviews	  for	  “what	  should	  be	  improved”	  this	  is	  what	  we	  
found:	  
	  
This	  top	  point	  has	  been	  a	  huge	  lesson	  for	  us.	  When	  we	  started	  the	  program,	  we	  were	  
not	  pushing	  this	  point	  at	  all,	  but	  our	  collaboraHve	  reviewers	  seemed	  to	  push	  it	  fairly	  
constantly,	  and	  there	  was	  actually	  some	  tension	  here	  between	  the	  program	  and	  our	  
panelists.	  But	  what	  we’ve	  seen	  in	  the	  interview	  data,	  quite	  oven,	  is	  that	  they	  agree	  
with	  the	  panelists:	  if	  we	  really	  want	  our	  science	  to	  impact	  society,	  we	  have	  to	  bring	  
more	  people	  in	  to	  the	  process	  and	  a	  greater	  diversity	  of	  people,	  and	  that’s	  really	  
challenging.	  
	  	  
The	  third	  point…it’s	  one	  thing	  to	  talk	  about	  science	  that	  is	  policy-‐relevant	  or	  useable,	  
but	  when	  you	  start	  billing	  your	  project	  as	  explicitly	  trying	  to	  link	  to	  decisions,	  people	  
start	  pushing	  back	  and	  saying,	  “Exactly	  how	  is	  this	  going	  to	  happen?”	  and	  a	  lot	  of	  
Hmes	  project	  teams	  are	  not	  quite	  sure	  of	  how	  to	  respond	  to	  that.	  
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You	  have	  heard	  this	  morning	  about	  some	  of	  the	  challenges	  we	  encountered	  over	  the	  past	  
four	  years,	  and	  how	  we	  used	  our	  adapHve	  management	  process	  to	  make	  course	  correcHons	  
along	  the	  way.	  	  While	  we	  think	  we	  have	  made	  improvements	  in	  the	  way	  we	  operate,	  we	  sHll	  
see	  some	  challenges	  that	  have	  not	  been	  100%	  overcome.	  	  We	  can’t	  assume	  that	  we’ll	  have	  
another	  shot	  at	  doing	  this	  in	  partnership	  with	  the	  NOAA	  Coastal	  Office,	  but	  regardless,	  we	  
like	  the	  work	  we	  do	  and	  plan	  to	  form	  a	  Center	  for	  CollaboraHve	  Science	  in	  UNH’s	  new	  School	  
for	  Marine	  Science	  and	  Ocean	  Engineering	  with	  funding	  support	  from	  any	  source	  that	  will	  
have	  us.	  	  So	  here’s	  a	  few	  things	  we	  might	  do	  differently	  down	  the	  road.	  

	  We	  recognize	  that	  we	  are	  asking	  an	  awful	  lot	  from	  our	  applicants	  and	  project	  teams.	  	  
First,	  we	  are	  asking	  that	  they	  come	  to	  us	  having	  already	  defined	  the	  problem	  they	  will	  be	  
addressing	  with	  their	  intended	  users	  and	  stakeholders,	  which	  takes	  Hme	  resources	  if	  it	  is	  
done	  properly	  and	  that	  most	  of	  the	  projects	  did	  not	  have	  enough	  prior	  to	  submigng	  their	  
proposals.	  	  

	  We	  are	  also	  asking	  them	  to	  include	  science	  and	  collaboraHon	  plans	  and	  detailed	  
budgets	  to	  support	  them,	  knowing	  full	  well	  either	  or	  both	  may	  change	  based	  on	  intended	  
user	  input.	  	  While	  we	  allow	  them	  the	  flexibility	  to	  make	  internal	  budget	  changes,	  they	  can’t	  
add	  on	  addiHonal	  funds	  if	  addiHonal	  tasks	  are	  idenHfied.	  	  Conversely,	  if	  they	  receive	  input	  
that	  a	  planned	  task	  isn’t	  necessary	  they	  may	  have	  already	  commiMed	  funds	  to	  a	  project	  team	  
member	  and	  can	  run	  into	  problems	  trying	  to	  reallocate	  the	  funds.	  	  (Hudson	  River	  example).	  	  	  

	  One	  soluHon	  might	  be	  to	  fund	  the	  projects	  in	  stages,	  so	  that	  the	  teams	  can	  apply	  for	  
funding	  for	  rigorous	  problem	  definiHon	  before	  they	  develop	  their	  science	  and	  collaboraHon	  
plans.	  	  Might	  end	  up	  with	  fewer	  intended	  user	  drive	  changes	  to	  the	  project.	  	  
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Based	  on	  the	  proposals	  we	  have	  received,	  parHcularly	  in	  response	  to	  our	  last	  three	  
RFPs,	  we	  think	  we	  have	  done	  a	  preMy	  good	  job	  clearly	  arHculaHng	  the	  need	  for	  
explicit	  science	  and	  collaboraHon	  plans	  in	  our	  RFPs.	  	  What	  we	  have	  seen,	  however,	  is	  
that	  some	  projects	  are	  struggling	  with	  effecHve	  communicaHons	  –	  both	  among	  the	  
team	  as	  well	  as	  with	  intended	  users.	  	  We’re	  also	  seeing	  them	  struggle	  with	  project	  
management.	  	  There	  are	  lots	  of	  scienHsts	  that	  are	  good	  at	  managing	  mulH-‐
disciplinary	  scienHfic	  research,	  but	  collaboraHve	  projects	  are	  an	  enHrely	  different	  
beast	  and	  require	  a	  different	  set	  of	  management	  skills.	  	  We	  need	  to	  figure	  out,	  how	  
we	  can	  get	  applicants	  to	  pay	  more	  aMenHon	  to	  those	  areas	  so	  they	  are	  prepared	  to	  
deal	  with	  issues	  that	  might	  arise.	  	  Perhaps	  we	  need	  to	  call	  these	  areas	  out	  in	  the	  RFP	  
the	  way	  we	  do	  for	  science	  and	  parHcipatory	  processes.	  	  
	  
A	  lot	  of	  work	  has	  demonstrated	  the	  importance	  of	  leveraging	  exisHng	  networks	  in	  
linking	  science	  to	  decisions.	  It’s	  interesHng	  how	  oven	  people	  in	  our	  interviews	  
referred	  to	  how	  criHcal	  it	  was	  to	  have	  the	  Reserves	  be	  a	  key	  player	  in	  a	  project	  
because	  of	  all	  of	  the	  different	  acHviHes	  that	  happened	  at	  that	  Reserve	  and	  their	  
strong	  links	  to	  local	  stakeholders	  and	  other	  networks.	  If	  we	  really	  want	  to	  take	  
advantage	  of	  networks	  like	  the	  NERRS	  to	  link	  science	  to	  decision	  making,	  we	  have	  to	  
address	  the	  issues	  we	  have	  seen	  their	  ability	  to	  1)	  have	  the	  Hme	  to	  put	  together	  a	  
proposal	  for	  a	  complicated,	  mulHdisciplinary	  enterprise	  and	  2)	  their	  ability	  to	  quickly	  
receive	  and	  put	  federal	  money	  to	  work.	  Some	  Reserves	  have	  been	  set	  up	  to	  do	  this	  
easily,	  while	  others	  have	  not.	  We	  would	  explore	  ideas	  like	  funding	  problem	  definiHon	  
to	  address	  the	  former,	  and	  creaHng	  a	  more	  flexible	  process	  for	  deciding	  who	  receives	  
the	  money	  and	  how	  they	  distribute	  it	  to	  other	  people	  in	  the	  project.	  
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	  We	  have	  seen	  cases	  where	  the	  leadership	  on	  the	  project	  and/or	  in	  the	  development	  
of	  the	  proposal	  has	  resulted	  in	  the	  marginalizaHon	  of	  the	  person	  or	  persons	  connecHng	  the	  
dots.	  We	  will	  conHnue	  to	  explore	  how	  to	  beMer	  posiHon	  and	  resource	  linkers	  on	  projects	  so	  
that	  they	  are	  not	  marginalized	  and	  other	  invesHgators	  understand	  the	  role	  and	  value	  of	  the	  
individuals	  connecHng	  the	  scienHsts	  with	  intended	  users.	  One	  way	  of	  doing	  this	  would	  be	  to	  
encourage	  that	  the	  main	  recipient	  of	  funds	  from	  the	  CollaboraHve	  be	  a	  boundary	  spanning	  
organizaHon	  or	  individual.	  These	  enHHes	  could	  then	  bring	  in	  the	  appropriate	  scienHsts	  or	  
other	  specialists	  as	  appropriate.	  

	  We	  have,	  as	  much	  as	  Hme	  and	  resources	  have	  allowed,	  tried	  to	  be	  more	  involved	  in	  
compeHHve	  research	  and	  transfer	  projects	  than	  what	  you	  might	  typically	  find	  in	  other	  
programs.	  	  We	  have	  learned	  a	  lot	  about	  what	  they	  are	  doing	  and	  how	  they	  are	  doing	  it	  and	  
this	  has	  allowed	  us	  to	  share	  lessons	  learned	  with	  other	  projects	  and	  with	  the	  NERRS	  system.	  	  
We	  see	  value	  in	  increasing	  this	  involvement	  though	  it	  would	  require	  more	  planning,	  staff	  
Hme	  and	  resources.	  	  

	  With	  transfer	  we	  are	  tesHng	  the	  assumpHon	  that	  place	  based	  research	  can	  be	  
relevant	  and	  useful	  in	  other	  parts	  of	  the	  country—if	  it	  is	  shared	  using	  collaboraHve	  methods	  
and	  with	  direct	  program	  support.	  The	  posiHve	  response	  we've	  goMen	  from	  invesHgators	  and	  
Reserves	  who	  parHcipate	  in	  transfer	  supports	  that	  assumpHon;	  they	  are	  finding	  direct	  value	  
in	  the	  exchange.	  That's	  encouraging,	  but	  it's	  limited	  to	  the	  parHcipaHng	  Reserves	  for	  the	  
most	  part.	  We	  are	  looking	  at	  the	  next	  step,	  which	  is	  how	  to	  adapt	  this	  pilot	  part	  of	  the	  
program	  so	  that	  more	  Reserves,	  and	  other	  parts	  of	  coastal	  management,	  can	  benefit	  from	  
the	  transfer	  process	  and	  the	  products	  it	  generates.	  That	  would	  take	  more	  resources	  at	  the	  
program	  level	  and	  more	  coordinaHon	  with	  our	  NOAA	  partners.	  
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